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REMARKS 

The present Amendment is in response to the Examiner's Office Aciion maihd January 
30, 2006. Claims 2, 6-13, 15, 19, 23-27, and 35 are cancelled and claims 1, 3, 14, 28, 29, 30, 31, 
and 36 are amended. Claims 1, 3-5, 14, 16-18, 20-22, 28-34, and 36 are now pending in view of 
the above amendments. 

Reconsideration of the appHcation is respectfully requested in view of tie above 
amendments to the claims and the following remarks. For the Examiner's convejixnce and 
reference. Applicant's remarks arc presented in the order in which the corresponding i s sues were 
raised in the Office Action. 

Please note that the following remarks are not intended to be an exhaustive er i-meration 
of the distinctions between any cited references and the claimed invention. Father, the 
distinctions identified and discussed below are presented solely by way of example t > illustrate 
some of the difTerenccs between the claimed invention and the cited references. L addition. 
Applicants request that the Examiner carefully review any references discussed below lo ensure 
that Applicants understanding and discussion of the references, if any, is consisten: with the 
Examiner's understanding. 

I. Claim Objections 

Claims 2, 36, and 35 have been objected to for various informalities. Claim 3t has been 
amended lo correct the noted fonnalilics and claims 2 and 35 have been canceled. The c^fore, the 
objections to claims 2 and 35 are moot and Applicants respectfully request that the ob jection to 
claims 36, and 35 be withdrawn. 

n. Rejection Under 35 U.S,C. S 112> Second Paragraph 

The Examiner rejects claims 28 and 29 under 35 U.S.C. § 1 12, Second Paragraph for lack 
of antecedent basis for the term "substantially convex lens.'" Claims 28 and 29 hve been 
amended to provide proper antecedent basis for tliis claim tenn. 

The Examiner rejects claim 14 as failing to comply with the written d5;criplion 
requirement. According to the Examiner, the added limitation of'to receive uncollimct^d light" 
is new matter that was described in the specification. The Applicants disagree 'vith the 
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Examiner's assertion and assert that this clement is illustrated in the drawings. Eo'^evct, this 
clement of claim 14 has been deleted. Therefore, the rejection is moot and the Applicants 
request that the rejection of claim 14 be withdrawn. 

II L Allowed Subject Matter 

The Examiner has indicated that claims 2-4, 19, and 28-29 would be al twable if 
rewritten in independent fonn including all of the limitations of the base clain and any 
intervening claims, hi response. Applicants have rewritten claims 1 and 19 to inlude the 
elements of claims 2 and 19 respectively in independent fonn. The Applicants Lave also 
rewritten claims 3, 4, and 28 in independent form so as to include all of the limitatr^ns of the 
base claim. As acknowledged by the Examiner, the claims are patentably distinct fror t the prior 
art, and are now in a condition for allowance. Moreover, for at least the same rcasois, claims 
now depending fiom independent claims 1, 3, 14, and 28 - namely, claims 4, 5, 16- . i, 20-22, 
29-34, and 36 - are also in a condition for allowance. 

In summary, claims 1, 3-5, 14, 16-18, 20-22, 28-34, and 36 are now pending r view of 
the above amendments, and all are patentably distinct from the prior art. Allowance yfeach of 
these claims is respectfully requested. 
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CONCLUSION 

In view of the foregoing, Applicants believe the claims as amended are in allowable 
fonn. In the event that the Examiner finds remaining impeiliment to a prompt allowrrce of this 
application that may be clarified through a telephone interview, or which may be overcrtme by an 
Examiner's Amendment, the Examiner is requested to contact the undersigned attome: . 

Dated this 28'*^ day of June, 2006. 

Respectfully submitted, 



DAVID A. JONES 
Registration No. 50.004 
Attomey for Applicant 
Customer No. 022913 
Telephone: (801)533-9800 
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